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1. INTRODUCTION. 
In Tanzania, Kiswahili is a national language and spoken widely 
among Tanzanian who form a population of above 55 million. 
Majority of these Tanzanian speak Kiswahili and other local 
languages from about 120 tribes. Very few speak other international 
languages like French, English, German and Chinese. At secondary 
school level, the language of instruction is the English language. 
This means that, English language is the second and third language 
to some students. In addition, before age of schools some students 
learn local language first while others begin with learning Kiswahili 
as their mother languages at homes. Kiswahili language is a 
national language and an official language of instruction at primary 
school level. However, there are primary schools who are approved 
to use English as a medium of instruction with a common name 
“English medium primary schools”. 
At secondary school level, the situation is that, Mathematics 
subject is taught in the English language which is officially the 
language of instruction. English language is viewed as a universal 
language needed to prepare the next generation to understand 
mathematics and their scientific future in general. Mathematic 
subject is treated as an important subject when it comes to 
prioritizing the subjects that are taught at ordinary secondary school 
level in Tanzania. It is also one of the criterion for a student’s 
placement in science related career and commerce. The implication 
is that; students learn both the language of mathematics at the 
same time they have a task to master the language of instruction. 
Learning the language of mathematics in a learning atmosphere is 
important as leaning other languages. It is a tool for understanding- 
 
mathematics ideas (Tilya, 2006).  
When students understand the language of mathematics, it is 
possible to direct their ideas and thinking in a correct way (Chonjo, 
2006). Speaking the language of mathematics is a strategy to 
acquiring the skills (Hayes,1996; Cangelosi, 2003) and failure in 
learning the principle of the language has implication in learning the 
subject and performance in tests. Mathematical language skills 
include the abilities to read with comprehension, to express 
mathematical thoughts clearly, to reason logically, and to recognize 
and employ common patterns of mathematics thought. Students 
with mathematics problems are likely to experience difficult in 
interpreting terminologies they hear both inside and outside 
mathematics classrooms (Cangelosi, 2003). When students 
understand the language of mathematics they can be able to 
construct their own mathematical knowledge which is a reward to 
their general mathematics learning progress and performance in 
tests.  
Mathematics is characterized by being international because is 
manipulated in different forms in different contexts (Schindler & 
Davison, 1985). Concepts in mathematics discipline are transmitted, 
studied, and developed in a variety of languages throughout the 
world. Like other languages, mathematics language is a technical 
language with both register and structure.  A register is as a set of 
meanings that is appropriate to a particular function of language, 
together with the words and structures which express these 
meanings (Halliday, 1978). A mathematics register includes styles of 
meaning and ways of presenting arguments within the context of 
mathematics. The language of mathematics like any language, 
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require these structures, which are most often borrowed from 
specialized forms in the natural language. For example, 
expressions like; “The area under the given curve”, “The derivative 
of y with respect to x”, “The sum of the first n terms of the 
sequence”, “collecting like terms”. are adapted from English 
language which in mathematics has specific and agreed meanings.  
The vocabularies, letters and symbols like, ,,,,  , =, <, >, 
, , ,  …, , 0,1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9…,sets, functions, mapping,…  
are from the English, Greek and Latin languages and are used to 
form terms or expressions in mathematics (Bulayi, 2019). These 
symbols and vocabularies are used to “name a concept, state a 
relationship, … indicate an operation or function with two or more 
inputs… abbreviate words, units, theorems, and so on… and finally, 
grouping…(Rubenstein & Thompson, 2001). 
Gender related issues with regard to mathematics learning has 
been a topic for decades. Some researchers in Europe and USA 
had previously documented that, there is a significant difference in 
mathematics test scores in favour of boys (Gallagher & Kaufman, 
2005; Dickerson, Mclntosh, & Valente, 2013). Others researchers 
have shown that, girls’ performance in mathematics outweighs boys’ 
performance. A study by Alkhateeb (2001) showed that, among high 
school students in the United Arab Emirates, females students 
scored higher in the achievement mathematics test than males. 
This debate on gender differences in mathematics performance and 
achievement will continue to be there because apart from scientific 
facts, stereotypes factors are contributing to the existing debates 
(Hyde, et al. 2008). The variations of arguments about gender 
differences are also based on the context and analysis. For 
example, in USA, Hyde, et al. (2008) conducted a standardized 
mathematics test to examine gender difference in mathematics 
performance between boys and girls. The findings indicated that, 
there is no difference in average performance between girls and 
boys. 
In the area of attitudes and students’ participation in 
mathematics, the study in Kenya by Owiti (2011) indicated that boys 
considerably demonstrated more positive attitudes towards 
mathematics and higher level of participation than girls. The study 
by Uwineza et al. (2018) in Rwanda on gender differences in 
students’ perceptions and attitudes towards mathematics, it was 
found that, boys and girls demonstrate shared perceptions towards 
the importance of mathematics subjects. However, boys displayed 
more negative perceptions towards girls’ ability and performance in 
mathematics. In addition, some few girls demonstrated negative 
perceptions towards mathematics which explained their low 
performance in the subject. To achieve the objective of this study, 
this study addressed two research questions, “What are the boys’ 
and girls’ knowledge of mathematical language? Is there a 
significant difference between girls’ and boys’ knowledge of the 
language of mathematics?.   
 
2. METHODS 
The researcher applied a descriptive design to describe whether or 
not there is a difference in the understanding of the language of 
mathematics between boys and girls at ordinary secondary school 
level. The study was conducted in Iringa Region which is among 26 
political administration regions in the Tanzania M. This one of the 
regions in the Southern Highlands of Tanzania was randomly 
selected among the regions with good numbers of ordinary 
secondary schools in the country. The participants were 489 Form 
Three students who were studying mathematics at ordinary 
secondary school level. Eight (8) mixed sex secondary schools from 
both public and private secondary schools were purposively chosen 
from two districts. The schools were identified in collaboration with 
the Regional Education Officer (R.E.O). This helped to get the 
actual reflections in the nature of students both in public and private 
schools.  Four schools were from the rural while the other four 
schools were from the urban district. Form three students were 
purposively selected due to their adequate experience in secondary 
school life and that they were not overburdened with national 
examinations preparations. Their secondary school life experience 
was equally necessary in collecting data with regard to the 
language of mathematics.  
At each school, stratified sampling process was applied to 
select participant students. This ensured that boys and girls were 
equally represented. After identifying this strata selection of the 
participants based on their mathematics achievement test results 
with the help of head teachers and class teachers. Identifying 
students based on their results in achievement tests ensured that 
higher achievers, average and below average or low achievers’ 
students was equally represented and that the small groups at each 
school were heterogeneous. 
2.1 Preparation And Administration Of The Achievement 
Test 
During the test preparation of the achievement test, the contents 
from the syllabus that the students had covered were selected. In 
particular, the achievement test covered, students understanding of 
mathematical terms, mathematics statements and students’ ability 
in algorithmic skills. The test had two sections whereby the first 
section of the test covered the language of mathematics part of the 
test with terms and statements while the second part covered the 
algorithmic skills test. The algorithmic skill test had items from the 
same contents that the language of mathematics covered. Before 
administrating the achievement test to the actual groups, the test 
was subjected to non-participating Form three students at ordinary 
secondary school level in one district. This piloting stage ensured 
content validity and the reliability coefficient of the test. Content 
validity was ensured by modifying the items and estimating time for 
the test. The degree of consistency (reliability coefficients) was 
found using the Kuder-Richardson formula 20 (KR-20) of the test 
after having each response interpreted in a dichotomous way. The 
reliability coefficient of the test was greater than 0.90 (r>0.90). 
Result from this pilot stage lead to a decision that, a test be 
administered for one hour, however, during data collection process, 
a participant student was allowed to move out of the test venue 
before one hour when she was satisfied that she was through. 
Before the test, all students were informed in advance about 
contents that will be covered, venue and were asked to make 
preparation for the test. The actual participants’ students in the 
language of mathematics test is as shown in Table 1.  
Table1. Schools, Streams and number of students who did the 
achievement test  
Schools A B C D E F G H 8 
#Students 210 278 100 320 118 175 34 100 1,551 
Streams 3 6 2 4 3 3 1 2 24 
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N-test 70 100 35 110 40 60 34 40 489 
% 33.
3 
35.
9 
35 34.
4 
33.
8 
34.2 100 40 31.5 
Key: #Students = total students, N-test = Students who did the test 
 
During grading of the test, each student’s work sheet was 
marked by the researcher out of 100 points or marks. Each correct 
response from both the students on the terms in the language of 
mathematics test and algorithmic skill was awarded 4 points while 
partially correct response was awarded 2 points. Wrong and 
un-attempted items were each awarded a zero point. Finally scores 
for each students’ work sheet were added to obtain the general 
score which was then converted in percentage form. Finally, an 
independent samples t-test was used to compare the language of 
mathematics test score as one variable for the two different groups 
(girls and boys). 
 
3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
3.1 Gender Differences in Understanding of the 
Language of Mathematics 
Results from section one of the achievement test which assessed 
students’ knowledge of the language of mathematics are 
summarized in Table 2, Table 3, Table 4 and Table 5. Table 2 and 
Table 3 are summaries of boys’ and girls’ knowledge of 
mathematical terms respectively while, Table 4 and Table 5 shows 
students’ knowledge of mathematical statements among boys and 
girls respectively. The results as presented shows the numbers and 
percentages of students who answered the items correctly, partially, 
wrongly as well as the items which were not attempted. The results 
in Table 2 shows that, about 2.87% of the boys interpreted correctly 
all the 24 terms while Table 3 shows that 2.19 % of the girls 
interpreted the terms correctly. Also, the results show that the 
percentage of students who interpreted the terms partially correct 
were 3.52% for boys and 3.30% for girls. In addition, the results 
show that a large percentage of boys (42.51%) as compared to the 
percentage of girls (40.25%) attempted wrongly. A large 
percentages of girls (54.24%) as compared to boys (51.08%) did 
not attempt the items that required them to interpret mathematical 
terms. 
 
Table 2. Percentages of boys in terms of their interpretation of 
terms (N=245) 
TERMS CORRECTLY PARTIALLY WRONGLY UNATTEMPTED 
 Domain 0  (0.00%) 11  (4.48%) 
181  
(73.87%) 
53   (21.63%) 
Range 0  (0.00%) 6  (2,44%) 
183  
(74.69%) 
56  (22.85%) 
Absolute Value 0  (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 
150  
(61.22%) 
95  (38.77%) 
Real Number 0  (0.00%) 7 (2.85%) 
132  
(53.87%) 
106  (43.26%) 
Relation 2  (0.81%) 5  (2.04%) 
106  
(43.26%) 
132  (53.87%) 
Function 6  (2,44%) 11  (4.48%) 
109  
(44.48%) 
119  (48.57%) 
Median  19  (7.75%) 11  (4.48%) 
118  
(48.16%) 
97  (39.59%) 
Mode 20  (8.16%) 15  (6.12%) 
126  
(51.42%) 
84  (34.28%) 
Class 
Boundaries 
4  (1.63%) 7 (2.85%) 
101  
(41.22%) 
133  (54.28%) 
Class Interval 4  (1.63%) 3  (1.22%) 97  (39.59%) 141  (57.55%) 
Divisor 21 (8.57%) 10  (4.08%) 86  (35.10%) 128  (52.24%) 
Quotient 11  (4.48%) 11  (4.48%) 93  (37.95%) 130  (53.06%) 
Remainder 19  (7.75%) 11  (4.48%) 88  (35.91%) 127  (51.83%) 
Quadratic 
Function 
4  (1.63%) 5  (2.04%) 87  (35.51%) 149  (60.81%) 
Polynomial 
Function 
2  (0.81%) 4  (1.63%) 88  (35.91%) 151  (61.63%) 
Chord 9  (3.67%) 12  (4.89%) 94 (38.36%) 130  (53.06%) 
Diameter 24  (9.79%) 21  (8.57%) 81  (33.06%) 119  (48.57%) 
Radius 20  (8.16%) 16 (6.53%) 
93   
(37.95%) 
116  (47.34%) 
Segment Of A 
Circle 
2  (0.81%) 5  (2.04%) 98  (40.00%) 140  (57.14%) 
Axis Of 
Symmetry 
2  (0.81%) 3  (1.22%) 71  (28.97%) 169  (68.97%) 
Central Angle 0  (0.00%) 4  (1.63%) 71  (28.97%) 170  (69.38%) 
Supplementary 
Angle 
0  (0.00%) 5  (2.04%) 74  (30.20%) 166  (67.75%) 
Sequence 0  (0.00%) 
13  
(5.306%) 
91  (37.14%) 141  (57.55%) 
Series 0  (0.00%) 11  (4.48%) 82 (33.46%) 152  (62.04%) 
(% of boys ) 2.87% 3.52% 42.51% 51.08% 
 
Table 3. Percentages of girls in terms of their interpretations of 
terms (N=244) 
Terms Correctly Partially 
W
r
o
n
g
l
y 
Unattempted 
 Domain 1 (0.40%) 9 (3.68%) 170 (69.67%) 64 (26.22%) 
Range 0 (0.00%) 6 (2.45%) 171 (70.08%) 67 (27.45%) 
Absolute Value 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.40%) 133 (54.50%) 110 (45.08%) 
Real Number 0 (0.00%) 5 (2.04%) 115 (47.13%) 124 (50.81%) 
Relation 2 (0.81%) 5 (2.04%) 127 (52.04%) 110 (45.08%) 
Function 1 (0.40%) 1 (0.40%) 99 (40.57%) 143 (58.60%) 
Median  16 (6.55%) 26 (10.65%) 15 (6.14%) 107 (43.85%) 
Mode 20 (8.19%) 22 (9.01%) 99 (40.57%) 103 (42.21%) 
Class 0 (0.00%) 3 (1.22%) 92 (37.70%) 149 (61.06%) 
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Boundaries 
 Class Interval 0 (0.00%) 2 (0.81%) 86 (35.24% 156 (63.93%) 
 Divisor 13 (5.32%) 13 (5.32%) 94 (38.52%) 124 (50.81%) 
Quotient 5 (2.04%) 13 (5.32%) 111 (45.49%) 115 (47.13%) 
Remainder 31 (12.70%) 16 (6.55%) 82 (33.60%) 115 (47.13%) 
Quadratic 
Function 
2 (0.81$) 5 (2.04%) 100 (40.98%) 137 (56.14%) 
Polynomial 
Function 
1 (0.40%) 2 (0.81%) 97 (39.75%) 144 (59.01%) 
Chord 4 (1.63%) 10 (4.09%) 99 (40.57%) 131 (53.68%) 
Diameter 15 (6.14%) 20 (8.19%) 84 (34.42%) 125 (51.22%) 
Radius 7 (2.86%) 18 (7.37%) 87 (35.65%) 132 (54.09%) 
Segment Of A 
Circle 
0 (0.00%) 1 (0.40%) 95 (38.93%) 148 (60.65%) 
Axis Of 
Symmetry 
0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 84 (34.42%) 160 (65.57%) 
Central Angle 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 81 (33.19%) 163 (66.80%) 
Supplementary 
Angle 
0 (0.00%) 1 (0.40%) 71 (29.09%) 172 (70.49%) 
Sequence 6 (2.45%) 7 (2.86%) 62 (25.40%) 169 (69.26%) 
Series 3 (1.22%) 5 (2.04%) 71 (29.09%) 165 (67.62%) 
 (% Of Girls) 2.19% 3.30% 40.25% 54.24% 
 
Boys’ and girls’ knowledge of mathematical statements as 
shown in Table 4 and Table 5 shows that, 0.91% of boys and 0.20% 
of girls interpreted mathematical statements correctly. These results 
show that, the percentage of students who interpreted the 
mathematics terms partially correct were 1.93% for boys and 1.53% 
for girls. Also, the results show that a large percentage of boys 
(58.77%) as compared to the percentage of girls (40.98%) 
attempted wrongly. A large percentages of girls (57.27%) as 
compared to boys (38.36%) did not attempt the items that required 
students to interpret mathematical statements. Generally, these 
results shows that, there is a variation between boys and girls in 
terms of understanding the mathematical statements and terms with 
boys being better in the interpretation of terms and mathematical 
statements.  As it appears in the tables there is a large percentage 
of the girls (57.27%) who did not attempt the items which is likely to 
be interpreted that girls were either less interested or less motivated 
to work with mathematics as compared to boys. 
 
Table 4. Percentages of boys in terms of their interpretations of 
mathematical statements (N=245) 
STATEMENTS CORRECTLY PARTIALLY WRONGLY UNATTEMPTED 
baf :  3 (1.22%) 7 (2.85%) 132 (53.87%) 103 (42.04%) 
xxf 1)(  2 (0.81%) 3 (1.22%) 140 (57.14%) 100 (40.81%) fd
x A
N
 

 
1 (0.40%) 2 (0.81%) 149 (60.81%) 93 (37.95%) 
R= {(x, y): y= 2x)} 3 (1.22%) 7 (2.85%) 155 (63.26%) 80 (32.65%) 
TOTAL (% of  boys )  0.91% 1.93% 58.77% 38.36% 
Table 5. Percentages of girls in terms of their interpretations of 
mathematical statements (N=244) 
STATEMENTS CORRECTLY PARTIALLY WRONGLY UNATTEMPTED 
baf :  0 (0.00%) 2 (0.81%) 83 (33.87%) 159 (64.89%) 
xxf 1)(  1 (0.40%) 6 (2.44%) 95 (38.77%) 142 (57.95%) 
fd
x A
N
 

 
0 (0.00%) 2 (0.81%) 105(42.85%) 137 (55.91%) 
R= {(x, y): y= 2x)} 1 (0.40%) 5 (2.04%) 117(47.75%) 121 (49.38%) 
(% of girls) 0.20% 1.53% 40.98% 57.27% 
3.2 Sex Difference In The Language Of Mathematics 
And Algorithmic Skill Test 
Results from the independent test for difference between the mean 
scores which was done with a help of SPSS computer software 
(Table 6) showed that, girls had a mean score equal to 7.5615 with 
standard deviation of about 8.51387. Boys had a mean score equal 
to 8.5224 with a standard deviation of 10.9483. With an assumption 
that, this results were from the same population, it was interpreted 
that boys mean score was higher than that of girls. These values of 
means showed that boys were better than girls mean in the 
language of mathematics test. The large standard deviation for boys 
showed that, boys’ ability in the language of mathematics varied 
greatly than that of girls.  
The SPSS output from Levene’s test for equal variances 
showed that the sig. value was 0.001. This result meant that, the 
data violated the assumption of equal variance and that, the values 
for the two groups (girls and boys) were not the same. Using this 
t-test for Equality of Means, at a significance level of 0.05 (2-tailed), 
the decision was that, there is no significance difference between 
the mean score from the two groups. It was therefore concluded 
that, statistically, there is no significant difference in scores for boys 
(mean = 8.5224, SD= 10.9483) and girls (mean = 7.5615, SD= 
8.51387), t(487)= 1.084, p=0.279 in the test.  This follows from the 
fact that the value of sig. (2-tailed) is above 0.05.   
 
Table 6. Boys And Girls Difference In Understanding Of The 
Language Of Mathematics  
Group Statistics 
 Students’ sex N Mean Std. 
Deviation 
Std. 
Error 
Mean 
Score in the 
language of 
mathematics 
test 
Boys 
 
Girls 
245 
 
244 
8.5224 
 
7.5615 
10.94830 
 
8.51387 
0.69946 
 
0.54504 
 
The Eta squared was used to calculate the effect of size for 
independent t-test. The effect of size in statistics provides an 
indication of the magnitude of the differences between the two 
groups. Meaning that, measuring whether or not the differences 
could have occurred by chance (Pallant, 2001),). Eta was 
calculated using the equation given by: 
Eta squared
)2( 21
2
2


NNt
t
 where t was 1.084, 1N
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=245, and 2N =244.  
Using this formula and the information provided, the value of eta 
squared was 0.002407 (0.2%). This value showed that the 
magnitude of the differences in the means was very small. The 
value of 0.01 is interpreted that, the different has a small effect, 0.06 
of moderate effect, and 0.14 of large effect (Cohen (1988). 
Data from the independent test in Table 7 shows generally that, 
girls had a mean score equal to 21.6352 with standard deviation of 
about 19.28523 in the algorithmic skills test.  In the same test, 
boys had a mean score equal to 22.9388 with a standard deviation 
of 20.39890. This result showed that boys had higher mean score in 
the test than that of girls. These values of means showed that boys 
were better than girls in the algorithmic skills test. The large 
standard deviation for boys showed that boys’ ability in algorithmic 
skills varied greatly than that of girls.  
 
Table 7. Sex Difference In Algorithmic Skills Test 
Group Statistics 
 Students’ 
sex 
N Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Std.Error 
Mean 
Score in the 
algorithmic 
skills test 
Boys 
 
Girls 
245 
 
244 
22.9388 
 
21.6352 
20.39890 
 
19.28523 
1.30324 
 
1.23461 
 
The Levene’s test output from the SPSS output for equal 
variances showed that the sig. value was higher than 0.05 (0.129). 
This result meant that, the data did not violate the assumption of 
equal variance. The result was interpreted that, that there was no 
significance difference between the mean scores from the two 
groups in the algorithmic skills test. Eta squared was 0.001081 
(0.1%) which showed that the magnitude of the differences in the 
means was very small. It was concluded that, statistically, there is 
no significant difference in scores for boys (mean = 22.9388, SD= 
20.39890) and girls (mean = 21.6352, SD= 19.28523), t(487) = 
0.726, p=0.468 in the algorithmic skills test.    
Comparison of students’ knowledge and understanding of the 
language mathematics by gender was also made with reference to 
the samples, in this case, each individual school was taken as a 
group or a sample.  The results from the language of mathematics 
test from the samples showed that, generally, students were weak 
in the language of mathematics. The mean score from the language 
of mathematics (LM) and algorithmic skills (AS) tests value from 
both girls and boys in each case were lower than the mean scores 
in the algorithmic skills test (Table 8).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8. Gender Difference In The Language Of Mathematics And Algorithmic Skills Test From The Sample Schools 
 
SC Type of test 
MEAN SD SD Error Mean 
Eta Sig.(2-tailed) 
BOYS GIRLS BOYS GIRLS BOYS GIRLS 
A 
LM 3.68 1.35 5.58 1.80 1.19 0.44 0.0688 
Not significant , 
p= 0.107 
AS 9.09 7.71 5.92 6.28 1.26 1.52 0.0131 
Not significant, 
p= 0.489 
B 
LM 20.11 15.60 12.93 10.59 2.44 2.12 0.0359 
Not significant, 
p= 0.174 
AS 43.39 35.68 17.08 17.30 3.23 3.46 0.0495 
Not significant, 
p= 0.109 
C 
LM 1.40 8.45 2.46 7.41 0.55 1.33 0.3286 Significant, p= 0.000 
AS 3.14 11.90 5.16 11.98 1.15 2.15 0.1984 Significant, p= 0.001 
D 
LM 11.90 4.57 9.51 7.39 2.13 1.61 0.1636 Significant, p= 0.009 
AS 29.15 17.24 19.32 15.31 4.32 3.34 0.1099 Significant, p= 0.034 
E 
LM 1.47 2.53 4.02 4.64 0.73 0.85 0.0154 
Not significant, 
p= 0.346 
AS 9.07 10.20 15.18 13.72 2.77 2.51 0.0016 
Not significant, 
p= 0.763 
F 
LM 6.07 7.47 8.40 9.19 1.13 1.24 0.0064 
Not significant, 
p= 0.406 
AS 14.71 13.36 13.59 9.18 1.83 1.24 0.0034 
Not significant, p= 
0.544 
G 
LM 16.60 10.80 11.56 16.08 1.95 1.45 0.0787 Significant, p= 0.024 
AS 34.46 48.33 7.92 20.27 2.72 3.70 0.1266 Significant, p= 0.004 
H 
LM 6.26 7.51 10.32 6.80 1.74 1.15 0.0053 
Not significant, p= 
0.549 
AS 36.20 29.54 21.17 16.10 3.58 2.72 0.0312 
Not significant, p= 
0.143 
Key: Mean and Standard deviations (SD) are correct to two decimal places, Eta= Eta squared (Eta) values are correct to four decimal places, LM= 
Language of mathematics test, AS= Algorithmic skills test, SC= schools.  
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The mean score from the samples (Table 8) shows that, 
performance in the language of mathematics and algorithmic skills 
test varied. There are sample schools where boys performed better 
than girls in all tests (e.g. school A, B, & D while girls performed 
better than boys in 2 schools (C and E).  The results show that the 
differences in the performance in these sample schools were 
generally not significant. In most of the samples, the effect of size 
was small. The effect of the eta squared was large in three and two 
samples in the algorithmic skills test and in the language of 
mathematics test respectively. The results generally showed that, 
boys performed better than girls in the two tests, the results suggest 
that, students were either not well trained in the understanding of 
mathematics concepts.  
3.3 The Language of Mathematics and algorithmic skills 
Test and Its Implication 
The results from this study showed that there is no significant 
difference between boys and girls in the understanding of the 
language of mathematics. This findings, offers a significant 
contribution in the debate on whether or not boys outweigh girls in 
the understanding and performance in mathematics subject. The 
results that favour boys (Gallagher & Kaufman, 2005; Dickerson, 
Mclntosh & Valente, 2013) and which favours girls (Alkhateeb, 2001) 
implies that, under this context, students’ understanding of the 
language of mathematics is the origin of the students’ problem in 
the language of mathematics and mathematics in general. A large 
groups of girls who did not attempt the language of mathematics 
test from this study, suggested girls’ lack of interest in the 
understanding of the language of mathematics. This finding is in line 
with Owiti (2011) who showed that boys had a positive attitude 
towards learning mathematics.  Students’ large failure in the 
language of mathematics test has implication on their ability to find 
and make decision on their approaches to solve mathematics 
problems. Chonjo (2006) argued that when students understand the 
language of the subject, they are likely to correctly direct their ideas.  
Large percentages of students who failed the language of 
mathematics test, represented students who lacked foundation of 
mathematics which is understanding the language.  Cangelosi 
(2003) termed this as failing to acquire the necessary mathematical 
skills. The implication to the classroom teacher is that, a teacher 
who lack this pedagogical skill is likely to underestimate students 
background knowledge in mathematics while teaching mathematical 
concepts. Addressing gender inequality in mathematics at 
secondary school level can be approached by having all students 
equally learn communicate and use the language in school life and 
in their future.  communicated, and examined at school and other 
levels in the education system.  
 
4. CONCLUSION 
The findings from this study showed that boys had better knowledge 
of the language of mathematics and had better algorithmic skills 
than girls. However, statistically this difference was not significance. 
This observation suggests that, previous researchers’ findings on 
the difference in understanding and performance in mathematics 
should not lead to overgeneralizations. This also suggested that, 
previous test and examination results are more based on the 
algorithmic skills test which favoured boys. It is suggested that, 
revising test formats to encourage testing the language of 
mathematics would equally encourage boys and girls to raise their 
interest and pass marks in the subject. The traditional examination 
settings in mathematics were more likely to be testing the 
algorithmic skills which favored more positively the boys than the 
girls.  
 
There is no significant difference between boys and girls in the 
understanding of the language of mathematics. This results 
suggests that, during the teaching and learning process, 
mathematics teachers should teach the language of mathematics 
the same way other spoken languages are taught. This approach 
would enable students to construct meaning internally, 
understanding what is asked, develops a correct plan in order to 
solve a problem and carrying out the plan. Therefore, deliberate 
efforts should be made to teach from simple language of 
mathematics to complex language of mathematics as an objective. 
Testing of the students’ understanding of the language of 
mathematics should start earlier in different schools, districts, and 
regional levels. When setting assignments, teachers should 
emphasize increasing students’ awareness and comprehension of 
mathematical concepts. Adopting these assessment techniques will 
allow mathematics teachers to direct students’ thinking towards the 
understanding of the language of mathematics.  
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